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Unt1] recent y 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences were not a contr1but1ng factor
_ in the many educat1ona1 pract1ces app11ed to students (K1ernan, 979)
~ However, currently more and more educators are cons1der1ng 1ndlv1dua]
preferences and tendencies ;. that is, ]earntng styles, in theﬁheyelop-
ment of instruction. There are many-researchers in the field of learning
sty]es who indicate that “how a student learns” 1s perhaps the most 1mpor- ?"
tant factor re]ated to academ1c ach1evement“ (Dunn. Dunn, and Pr1ce, 1979,
P. 419) It wou]d seem that th1s 1mpact of 1earn1ng sty]es on ach1evement.
wou]d be especlg]]y 1mportant in the undergraduate students' study
».processes w1th the proliferation of read1ng and study sk1.]s courses
l on college and un1versity campuses within recent years, 1t is becom1ng
1ncreas1ng]y necessary for educators to cons1der learning sty]es w1th1n the
context of study approaches | Thus, the purpose of this study is to
resoond to the following questions
| 1. What are the dom1nant cogn1t1ve 1earn1ng preferences
of’ undnrgraduate students éhro]]ed dn a co1]ege read1ng and s*udy
Osk1]1s course? “ | | | o
| 2. How do 1nd1v1dua] students with dominant ]earning
v styles report the1r use of study sk1]] techniques wh1ch were .'",_.'
oreviously taught in the college read1ng and study sxi]]s course? ‘
- Definitions =~ = -
: R ‘ a : : :
Keefe (1979) defines learning styles as "characteristic cognitive,
affective,iand physiological behaviors that_SerVe~as're]ativeiy"stabie h
- 1nditators¢of how learners perceive, interact with;'and.respond to}the .

| learning_environment" (p. 4). ~The cognitive behaviors deal with the

learners' modes of'processing 1nformation. As Messick (1'5076)-po_~1nts.‘~

p
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out, it is 1mportant to:distinquish cognitive styles from. abilities.

Nhereas abi]jties deal with cognitive content and are valued, cognitive’

styles'tell how students learn and are value differentiated. Keefe (1979)

categor121es the many dimensions of cogn1t1ve sty]e as be1ng either

recept.ve sty]es, such as f1e]d-1ndependence/dependence. or ooncept

format1on and retent1on styles, such as ref]ect1on/1mpu1s1v1ty
On;the other hand, affective styles are mot1vat1ona] processes

dealing with either attention styles, such as perseverance'and anxiety;

or expectancy and 1ncent1ve sty]es, such as 1ocus of contro], ach1evement

,'mot1vat1on, and the 11ke‘ F1na]]y, the physioiogical sty]es deal w1th
- the biological modes of response. For examp]e, variations in sex-
related behanor,-hea]th-related behauior; and-Various reactions .

t0'the physica] environment are all phjsio1ogica1 sty1es.

Learnjng;Styles and the Study Process - h ;
~ Research demonstrates that all of the three components of 1earn1ng
| sty]e--cognitive affective, and. physio]ogica1-~1nteract to determine
_the effect1veness_of.the study process. . Entwist1e (1979 a,sb. ) 1dent1f1es
proCesses.(cognitive) and motiVation_(affective) as 1mportant components
1 determinirb students"approachestto learning. ‘It is these assorted
approaches wh1ch can be contributing factors as .o why students don t o

'1earn. -As Gibbs (1979) po1nts out, not on1y do students often lack the

necessary study sk1|1s or deve]opmenta] 1eve1 to succeed 1n their under--: -

jgraduate studies. but learning can also be 1mpeded because students are of -
different types who 1nvar1ab1y choose different approaches. many of wh1ch

 are not effective. Morgan (1980) c1tes study habits: as consisting of

1nd1y1dua1 perceptions, or1entation. and approachas to study; in

&4



add1t10n to the content 1earn1ng outcomes _ , 4
Tay]or (1980) agrees that the amount students learn dépends upon their
approaches and percept1ons, but adds level of 1nformat1on process1ng
. as' a v1ta1 d1mens1on. Tay]or S emphas1s on process1ng ]eve] 1nd1cates the'
41mportanée of cognitive-style in a ‘study s1tuat1on, a bas1s for.th1s'
research“ 'Added support for:research directbd at‘cognitiye'style's
1nf1uence on the study process is given by marton and Svensson (1976)
These two researchers conc]ude that‘the~best—way—of tnﬁluenctng study
csk11] is by 1nf1uenc1ng the cogn1t1ve att1tude“ dur1ng the process
- of ]earnxng . B R | Co |
| _‘ B1ggs (1979) also views. cOgn1t1ve and affect1ve sty]es as be1ng
.interact1ng components~of the study process. .He d1v1des th1s_process of
study1ng 1ntolthree separate anditndependent djmenstoms--utilizing, |
1nterna1121ng. and achieving. ‘Furthermore.{these dimensionslhave
- strategic. or cognitive, characteristics, as we]] as. the motivational, or
affective, components. Th1s study will examine the 1nfluence of the _15
' cogn1t1ve/strate91c styles on the ut1]121ng dimension of study.
’ Cognitive Sty1e s Inf1uence on Study Tasks.
: - Research has been done to assess the 1nf1uences of undergraduate

students oognitive styles on specific study tasks. For instance, Annis
(1979) 1nvestigated the effect of cognitive sty]e. defined as fiela-
1ndependence/dependence, on textbook note- taking and subsequent testing
The resu1ts 1nd1cated a definite disparity between the two types of
'1earnersw-the field-independents scored better on the assessment of |
sentences of high-structural 1mportance to the passage the students read

i

3 and took notes on. | | R | - :




.

+
A

l

Other research supports thd descr1pt1ve d1fferences between f1e1d-1nde-!
'pendent (ana]yt1ca], act1ve, strpctured) and f1e1d dependent (g]oba],,
. passive, intuitive) learners.. Mprgan (1981) trained his experimental
'grouplin a study technique inyo]?ing self-asseSsment and self-monitoring.
As Predicted, after reading, stubying, and. being'tested on text material,
-the f1e1d-1ndependents in the e,per1menta1 group performed markedly- better

. than any of the other- groups.

e == ————This—di fference- between~f1e1d-1ndependentseand f1e]d-dependents ;;_‘ e
was not as def1n1te~1n a study done be Annts and Davis (1978). The
authors'investigated the effect.of-the variabies;of study technique,. .
preference'for study'technique, review, and cognitive sty]e.on“a test .

~of recall ‘and recognition. Though the f1e1d-1ndependents scored better p

- when using a nonpreferred study techn1que with no- rev1ew. there was no .
othnr s1gn1f1cant difference between the two sty]es when compar1ng
the other study s1tuat10ns.‘ s

Smith and Stande] (1981) sought to’ compare f1e1d-1ndependent and
f1e1d-dependent 1earners with the success of tra1n1ng of ‘two ‘
noteqtaking methods--paraphras1ng and mapping A1though neither of -
the treatment groups did better than the contro] group. the resu]ts
1nd1cated that- the f1e1d—1ndependents d1d better than the f1e]d-
dependents on all of the comprehension test sections. No data

from this study signified whether one cogn1t1ve style benefited

more from one study techn1que that another. , .

Though by far most of the research on cognitive sty]e and study ’

“techniques has used the.t1e1d-1ndependent/dependent_d1mension.-other '

‘categories of styles have been -examined. =For;examp1e. Eanet-(19?7) f




_uwork 1n the area of 1earn1ng sty1es.

used 1mpu1s1ve/ref1ective cognitive styles in her study of a particu1ar -
textbook study system. ca11ed REAP Though this nxperimenta1 ‘5
procedure=was found to,oe no more effect1Ve-than the SQ3R procedure, or
the.cohtro1 group. the 1mpu1s1ve students d1d show more 1mproyement
from pre- to post-tests than d1d the ref1ect1ve students.

Svensson (1977) categorized students as being either atomistic--.:

focusing.on'deta11s. or holistic--focusing on overall meaning. He

AQsoughtﬁto“exanine qualitative differences concerning the tasks of h

reading. understanding, and remembering text materials. After. o
analyzing ertensive data, Svensson concluded that ho11st1c ,.,f
students were oxennhe1m1ng1y more adept at draw1ng conc1us1ons than
were atom1st1c students.

These studies 1nd1cate that cogn1t1ve styles do have an effect

on particu1ar reading and study procedures However. unlike the above

stud1es which re11ed ma1n1y on- test performance to assess the 1nf1uence
of cognitive sty1es on study tasks. this study w111 examine .
cognitive sty]es.1n relatfonship to students' use of the study
tasks. | ' ' - o

_The Informat1on Acgu1s1tion &reference Inventory

Un11ke much of the previous research. th1s study is based on a two-‘

dimensiona1 mode1 of learners' preferred ways of 1earn1ng and prob1em -

. solving. The 1nstrument used .to assess cognitive style, Gregorc S

Information Acquisition PreFerence Inventory. was adapted from Kolb's

-

L]

" Kolb (1971) deve1oped what h

terms the exper1ent1a1 1earn1ng mode1”

1n which he comb1ned the characteris jcs of 1earn1ng and prob1em |



“soiving'into'a single process. " Kolb conceived of this'process as being

a four-stage cycle containing active/passive and concrete/absfract eiements

These stages are: 1.)concrete experiences, followed by 2. )observation' .
and refiection. 1eading'to 3.) the.formation of abstract_concepts and

“'».generaiizations.'ieading to 4.)hypotheses to be tested in future action;

which, in turn, 1eads to new experiences.» Thus, this model is cyclical. = -

in nature--recurring continuous1y ' ' e T
: concrete _
experience\\\\\\\ IR
L | active //’///// : reflective - ' .
- experime tation observation . o
. abstract ’///’/// L S
conceptuaiization )

However. though everyone learns through this four-stage process. Ko1b
~notes that" different stages are emphasized by different individuals.
_No one stage. ‘or mode, of 1earning is better or worse than another, though
various modes are appropriate in various situations. Everybody-: I
.“deveiops a'iearning styie that has some weak points and strong points"
~ (p. 28). The goai. of course, is for individuais to become aware of which v
modes they tend to emphasize and. thus, become more adaptive in different
1garning and probiem solving situations. ,' e
~Kolb conceived his modei from a martagerial standpoint. as did
McKenney (1974) with his, modei of data-gathering and data-processing
The information-gathering continuum% that is, the processes used to organ-
- i2e information, consists of preceptive and receptive individuais Pre-"_
ceptive thinkers use concepts to focus on reiationships between items. |

whereas. receptive thinkers focus on detaiis. The information evaiua- '
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tion continuum;%ihat'is.'modes of problem soiving, has systematic .fndivid-

v

uals who use very structured mefhods or intuitive individuais who have .

a triai-and-error approach to problem solving. Again. each mocle has advan-_ L

tages and disadvantages in various situations~where'particu1ar tasks are

‘more suited to one cognitive style over another.

< " Preceptive -
.Systematic ——— | — Intuitive - information . 4
- ' ' I T evaluation e
€ i . .
B _ Receptive
) .Qﬂ-d: ) :)
. 3
3 . by .
g.éﬁv & - .
e -3 ct - N )
Q. o (p. 81)
=]

Both Kolb and McKenney have deveioped inventories to assess t e f"

styles- described in the modeis. Gregorc's Information Acquisition

- 1)
.Preference (IAP) Inventor¢' is very simiiar to the other two inventories.
~although Gregorc describes his styies from a student/teacher viewpoint

.Like Kolb, Gregorc uses the concrete/abs tract dimension in his - model,

but he 1abeis the second dimension sequeutiai/ random. similar to

~-/McKenney S systematic/intuitive.

.
Ry

~ Concrete

Random information .

Sequentia?
: processing

Abstract - -

uoijdaduad
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Gregorc and Ward (1977) describe the four distinct 1earn1ng

preference modes as fo11ows
Concrete Sequential Learner (CS)--derives 1nformationvfrom direct,
i ) ) : _ A
nands-on experience; appreciates order and-1ogica] sequence; prefers

s step-by-step directions and clearly ordered presentations; will
N - ' ) A - .
defer to authority and guidance; doesn't-tp1§hate distractions.

Concrete Random Learner (CR)--has experimenta1 attitude; can make

- intuftive leaps in problem solving situations; derives information .
o ' ' Y
from trial-and-error approach; likes stimulus-rich environments.

Abstract §egyeﬁt1a1 Learner (AS)--has excellent deqoding sk;1js;

]ots of conceptual, v1sua1fp1ctures in mind; prefers rational,

.sequential presentations; defers to authority; low to1erance"for |
. - d1stract1ons. '

Abstract'Random‘Learner (AR)--able to sense and interpret human

behavipr; associates medium with the message; prefers receiving :;~'
lintormation 1n»anfuhstructured manner qrgan1ies matef1a1 through
het1ect1;n, 1ikes stimulus-rich environment.
Gregorc and ward ma1nta1n that. though everybody naturally uses all .,
'four mondes, at 1east 90% of the hyndreds of peoo1e they have observe:>
éxpressed a def1n1te,preference for one or two modes of arqu1r1ng 1n ormat1on(p 21)
\'jA sample IAP ‘hventory is attached to the end of this paper. Th1s is a
se1f-report 1nventory whfch re11es on. the students ranking words descr1p-
o tive efsghemselves. The numbers in each of the Fodr columns are the:ﬂv_,
‘totaled to obtain the score for each preference mode--the first ' |
. N co?umn is (S, fo11owed be AR, AS, and Cr. : . T

/

Gregorc (1979a)does mention 1imitations of learning sty1e assessment '

1nstruments+__Ejcst_of.alls -inventories such as these are exclusive and-;
r_ . » B M___&__\\
’ ..,- - ir : o . - . 11 B - zt’ ’ .‘ '




therefore. leave out other possib111t1es Furthermore. studenfs
(wittingly or unwitting1y) are able to lie on se1f-report inventories.
Interpretations of words can d1ffer from student to student. In addition. _
"someStudents have used artificial means of adapting for so.long that'they-
report these as 'preferred means of 1earn1ng!“ (p. 235). Thus, instead
-of natural tendencies being reported.-scores represent these artificial
styles. - | "
& Procedure _
A cover letter exp1a1n1ng the purpose of the study, Gregorc S e
Information Acquis1tion Preference Inyentory, a study sk111s survey. andy?
a return enve1ope were sent to 132 students" who voluntarily enrolled
in the three—credit Co11ege Reading and Study Sk111s Course at the.
Universtty,of Pittsburgh. .A11 of the students who were sent a set,of'
surveys- completed one of four fall sections or three winter sections of
the course during the 1981-82 school year. 'In order to ensure as much _
honesty as poss1b1e. the students were requested not to sign their names
~ to the surve;s. However, a code nu@ber was used to:match-up/both
.survey sheets. ‘ | | | ' | |
Upon return of the surveys. the researcher gallied the 1AP Invento{y'
in order to find each student's dominant 1earn1ng preference The students
were 1dent1f1ed as having one dominant sty1e if the h1ghest score in any
category was at least two points h1gher than’ theggext h1ghest category g
- The students vwere- 1dent1f1ed as having doub1e dominant sty1es if there was
atie or only one po1nt difference between the two h1ghest scores., If
this one po1nt differenge ex1sted foir three or more categories. the students _

] :
were classified as having no dominant learning preference. Each student S

PS4

S 1R g
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dominant style(s) was-then matched=-up with their responses_on the_~.'
study skills survey. Y
a Results ,
Of the total of 45 students who responded to the suryeys; four
sets had to be {mmediately ‘discarded because they were comp1eted‘{ncorrept1y.

In addition, one student. who could not be identified as having a single

"or double dom1nant style, was not included in the final samp1e of 40

students..

| The breakdown of the 26 students exh1b1t1ng a s1ng1e dom1nant

learning_preference was as fo11ows

style. - . Humser  Percent
Concrete Sequent1o1 12 46
?'Abstract‘Rohdom o 5 19
Abstract Sequential | L:; 4 - 16
e X ;Concrete Random . . ;jL;"__ 19
B | . Tota1 26 ﬁ

| The or1g1ha1 1ntent1on of this research was to identify the single .

"1hdom1nant cognitive sty1e of’each student enrol1ed in the study sk111s

courses. However. accord1hg to the scor1ng system set up to determ1ne ,

'1earn1ng preference. 14 of the 40 subjects fe11 1nto the category of -

m1xed. or doub1e, dom1nance. Consequent1y. the . researcher was faced w1th

'the dec1s1on of whether to 1nc1uded the: comb1nat1on breakdowns of the |

,1earners in the f1nd1ngs._ In order to s1mp11fy 1nterpretat1on of the .

&

results, espec1a11y in regards to the second research quest1on. the
1nvest1gator dec1ded to comb1ne the doub1e dom1nont 1earhers 1nto one "

1arge category.' Not on1y w111 th1s single category ease the report1ng
. B . \_ . ) ’-..

’,

.
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of data cdncernihg the'uﬁé of_étudy ;échniques. 6dt 1t”was‘qlso
réasohed that these 'mixed'~dohinant students would skew the results ..
if added'gb_the singie categories. Surely the students who exhibit
double dominant learning prefgﬁentés;'some of which seemed at ‘odds
with one anotﬁer (such as CS/AR), have'u;1que characteristics--the
ﬂ ”1nterprétat10n of which was considered beyoﬁa the scobe of iﬁis'study.; B
However, 1£.EZst be noted for future discussion that the

double dominant learners formed the following categories:

CS/AR 5 36
eS/CR -8 3
CS/AS” 1 7
RS 2 -,
AR/CR o 7
 Total 14 -

The daté_for the second part of the study--how do 1nd1v1dua1sa4/ o
with dominant learning styles réport their use?--was compiled'as;f Tows:

.PerédnaJ Schedule

 Style ' ”; Ver Little/Never ~ Sometimes Always Total
o : . number . % ' number % number % number
s 18 650 5 42 12
"R 00 '3 60 2 40 5.
oA . 1 25 2 50 1 25 _ 4
CR* v 1,20 2 40 2 40 s 5.
" “Double" . I T 1. 79 2 14 14
‘_.7:‘_ ‘, . : I ' . ,
D
r.
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Cornell Note-taking Technique

Style Very Little/Never - Sometimes Always Total
. number % ' number %  number % number
s 7 58" i ‘25"'_ 2 1 12
R 3 o 2 4 0 0 .5
O T 0 0 1 25 4
R 1 20 3% 1 20 5
*Double" 5 38 3 24 5 38 13
- Textbook Study System o
sle ledegieer  Smemy e ol
cs 2 18 .8 7 1 9 11
AR 1 20 3 60 1 20 5
AS 1 25 3 75 0 0 4
CR 0 0 3 60 2 0 5
“Double” 3 2 8. 62 2 15 13
Sle | ewuengneer  Semties  Auws  logl
s £ e [ SN SN T S _1_‘1_.;'_'
AR .: 5 100 -0 0 o 0.5
A - 4 100" 0 0 0 0 | 4 :
CR 1 2. 360 1 20 5
“Doublet 10w 3 23 o 0 13
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Discussion o
The concrete sequential tearner_is~pronjnent among the students-
in the sample. Mot only are there more than twice as many concrete -
;'sequent1a1 1earners among the.students uho exhibit-one learning brefer-
ence, but 79% of the double dominant learners have a CS mixture.
) However. it is unc1ear whether the CS 1earner is representat1ve f'
of the population as a whole, or. just 1nd1cates those students return-
ing the_surveys. As with any research which relies on the vo1untary
completion of ma11ed surVeys. the samp1e is gotng to'be'b1ased One
.could rightfully argue that the concrete sequent1a1s who are charac-» -
1ter12ed as being order1y with a- deference to author1ty. would more
11ke1y f111-out and return survey sheets. . }
. 0n the other hand. it might be true that the co11ege reading and
- study sk111s c1asses conta1n more concrete sequential learners. The
’students enro11 1n the course vo1untar11y. a1thouﬂh sometimes with the -
strong urging of an advisor. - Because concrete sequent1a1 1earners need
| order in their study env1ronments. they may be more 1nc11ned to ehro11 '
in a course which vwould reinforce and emphas1ze organized read1ng/study >

approaches. Experiencing formal, systematic study approaches would

, certainly aooea1 to the concrete sequential learner. These types of
students would no doubt feel any deficit they have 1n thei ~ study hab1ts
much more acute1y than the other three 1earner classifications, and;
Athus. tend to seek concrete he1p from coursework. As McKenney potntS;
_ out, "There 1s a tendencr. part1cu1ar1y in late h1gh schoo1 and co11ege.

o

for a student to 1ncreas1ng1y choose courses that bu11d on h1s strengths“
(1974, p.82).° | D
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The fact that 35% of this study's. sample show a,doubievdominance
indicates a wider area of "strengths" for these students. It could
be,reasoned that the double dominant students shou1d bevmore flexible
1earners and, possibiy. more‘abie'to‘adapt to and use study techniques'
taught in. ciass. However. the results of the second survey sheets-- .
" students use of study techniques--do not support this hypothesis.

Before discussing the findings of the study technique usage sheets
any further, it must be noted that, because of the sma11 numbers in
many: of the categories. a difference in-one student can resuit in a-
| fairty 1arge percentage di fference. - Nonetheless, patterns do emerge
from the compilation of data. -

To.begin with, all types of learners exnibit a higher usage of
A.personai schedules than they-do with any of the other three'techniques .
'surveyed.' However.'there is no major difference among the cognitive
: styies'as to-how.often they»use scheduies--the majority indicating
"sometimes“. ‘with “aimost always" a close second, except in the case of '
~ the double dominant students. -

The majority of students in three_out of the four singie domimant.'
- groups user the—Corneii note;taking technique’ "very 1ttle or never“

However, the majority of the concrete random 1earners indicaie that

they “sometimes“ use this lecture note-taking technique. - ‘
A11 of the iearner cetegories have a ciear majority of students why
use a text~ book study system "sometimes". . This wide majority is also

evident concerning the mapping usage for four oi the fi«e groups. Whe

" concrete rnndom learners once again break the pattern’ established by'. B

the other-groups--mostsof the CR students "sometisies" use the mapping technique.



4 Again. any discussion of the resu1ts of this portion of the study
must be viewed within the context of the 1imited sample size.

'Certainiy the findings would be more meaningfu1 if‘there were larger .

- numbers involved. However, certain patterns of usage can be conciuded‘

from this sampie. First of all, all categories'of 1earners--those
having singie.as'weii as -double dominant:preterences--report similar
amounts~ot usage of the study techniques. ‘Generaiiy,MA11 use o
personal schedules “sometimes", with "almost aiways“ a close second;
The textbook study system is.a definite'"sometimes“ tor a11'the
1earner -groups. The Cornell note-taking method and the mappinq
| technique are used “very 1itt1e or never" by most of the cognitiVe
styles. However, One_iearning styie--concrete random--does stand_“
out in reiationship to the other ctyies‘ The concrete random . 1earners
- yreport using the study techniques somewhat more: than do the other

students. This" reported increase {n-usage is especiaiiy apparent with

‘the Cornell note-taking and mapping techniques, and to a 1esser degree -

in the scheduies and textbook study system.
It is difficuit to explain why concrete random’ 1earners report
‘a higher usage of-these four rather formal and systematic study

techniques 1t would seem that concrete random 1earners wouid

——————typicaiiy shunastandardized procedures as- being -a hindrance to- their ‘

preferred triai and-error approaches to probiem solving. - In,fact, it
is the concrete random 1earners who are described as making'intuitive
leaps 1in unstructured experiences and, thus, are often chided in
.structured situations for not showing their steps--aii of which seem
contrary to the organized study techniques taught in reading and study

skills courses. On the other hand, concrete random 1earners have a

-



‘much stronger experimenta1 attitude and accompany1ng behav1or than

do the other three learner types._ It seems’that tnis experimenta]

characteristic would be essential for students who are expected to -

" change and adapt their techniques of study. Students- need to be able

to~giueyup_tormer study haoits and then be w1111no toetry new techf
niques and procedures if they are to successfu11y become more
effictent 1earners. The concrete random learner 1s most comfortable ‘
with trying new procedures--an attitude most 11ke1y to 1ead to the “
adopt1on of different habits of study Thus. it is possib1e that the

pattern of increased study technique usage disp]ayed by the concrote

. random 1earners is a resu1t of their trial-and-error approaches and

'their w1111ngness to exper1ment

The findings of both questfons addressed 1n this study hold

' himp11cat1ons for educators. involved in co11ege read1ng and -

study sk111s courses. First of all, both the 1nstructor and the

' students need to know their sty1es of 1earn1ng. ‘This. se1f-awareness

can on1y aid the students 1n ga1n1ng f1ex1b111ty concern1ng their

'study hab1ts. -;*1s f1ex1b111ty needs to be extended to the 1nstruc-
- tor S presentat1on of various reading/study procedures. As - Gregorc

‘1(1919a)h1mse1f admits, "Diagnosis of 1earn1ng style 1s far from_be1ng

an exact science. We must, however, continue to diagnose in order

to understand“more about . . . hou:peop1e 1earn."ip. 236) If a

typ1ca1 study sk111s course attracts more - concrete sequent1a1

1earners. educators must seek ways to recru1t and adapt techniques

.for the other types of - 1earners. After a11. the needs of all types fl,"'jl‘_.

of students must be met. espec1a11y in a .course which teaches sk111s

deemed essent1a1 to academ1c success.
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,Furthermore. 3nstructors.need to adapt teaching methods, as well
as course content, to 1ncrease;the studentsf usage of var{ous
study sk11]s. Techniques based on the strengths of;bhe.students. ¢
| though not exc1us1ve1y.‘wou1d,seem{ng1y be popular with students. '
Classroom activities 1ncorporat1ng the exper1menta1 trial-and-error . @
approaches so fam111ar to the concrete random Iearners are needed
*. This* 1nc1udes both small group and independent work. The students
| need to be encouraged to try new techniques and +0 learn to'adaptrl
these techniques to varfous 1earn1n§“s1tuat1ons |
~Certainly continued research needs to be done to ver1fy these-
B conc1us1ons. This research needs to 1nc1ude a larger and more
~representat1ve sample. Furthermore, another 1nstrument based on

a different model of 1earn1ng styles might be more appropriate. '

esper1a11y a bi polar mode1 which usua11y resu1ts in. more c1ear-cut

~ findings. = . ' T |
‘ In addition, future studies could exam1ne 1earn1ng sty1es.
'reported use of study techn1ques. and the. students’ academic success,
1.e. grades, n the study skills courses. as well as the content-area
courses. A1so. a1though not’inc1uded in the. or1g1naﬁ probiém of
this study. the resu1ts 1nd1cate a. def1n1te d1spar1ty among the
| popularity of the four study techn1ques Schedu1es are obv1ous1y the
most popular technique and mapp1ng the 1east. Whether this indicates - .
d1fference of emphasis 1n‘c6ursework or a real dffference,1nfusefu1~
- hess to the students 1s unknown. However, f1nd1ngs such as these

have a significance to any 1nstructor of a co11ege reading ‘and study "

skills ccurse, and wou1d,certa1n1y be an area.of future‘exp1orat1on.

20
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STUDY SKILLS SURVEY:

' Dear Student:

€

/ Reflect about your study habits since beihg taug'xt each of the following sikdlls

: in L. Com. 10, and then check how often you have used each of the skills.. How
much have they become a pa_r't ot‘ your daily study habits? Please s BE HONESI‘- .
‘Do not sign your name. : o o

very little sometimes .~ almost always
or never : : .
(0-25% of the time) (25—75% of the time)}(75-100% o

Persohal Séhedule

I —— . ; j’_ ——

Cornell Notee 'I‘ald.ng “ !

Technique

Textbook Study System
) (SQ3R)

Mepping




, | T  LEARNING STYLE . ¢ a

‘ S * . © | INFORMATION ‘ACQUISITION PREFEREWCE INVENTORY -,

S S . 74 '

;_;”N;mm_Ih1B~Ihgcntoryﬂisvdes1gnedvto—assess—youprreferted neans of.gathcring information

from your environment. These preferences are -determined by your ranking the words in
the following sets. There are no right or wrong answers. Different words in the . .
- lists are equally good. The aim of this Inventory is to identify preference patterns,

" not evaluate them. - oy o '

- INSTRUCTIONS: There are ten sets of four words listed below. Rahk order across cach
set of four words giving a 4 to the word which best describes you, a 3 to the word
which 13 next most descriptive, and a 2 to the next most word, and a 1 to the word - -
which 18 least like you. BE SURE TO ASSIGN A DIFFERENT RANK NUIBER TO. EACH OF THE
FOUR YORDS IN EACH SET. DO UOT MAKE TIES., . = . I '

EXAMPLE: 0. sun . moon - ‘stars . .~ ¢louds

~ -

Now, please rank order each set of four words.

1. ___1nvolve3 '. _;_tentative s ____d'iscriminating, - ___}ract’i;al_
2. ____receptiv'é : '__(__impartial ___anaiyticnl‘ —__relevant
__ }.._____fe'e‘ling) ' ___ watching : __:t{himcins - —doing
| 4, _-_\__accepti'n-g ‘ | ____aware ____e.vdlﬁacive : - -___\_rigk-tnknr'
- ___;__1ntu1t1ve_ _ _;__questioning ‘ ___logical ___._j:.roduct.ive
6. ___concrete V'__observi_ngk' - __abs tract A __active
7. ___ present-.. . _;_rei‘iécting —_future- : : _._;pragmntie
' oriented - . : . orieq’ted '
8. ;_6pen to new - perceptive ' . intelligent | _;_c;ompatent-
experiences . Vo . ' , .
9.:v__eit.pet.1-er'lce R __:_obaérvatioﬁ : : ___conceptu@liization- , .__experimen-. :
i . ! - ‘tation
~10. —latense ’ __rca_eﬁed _____rnti.onnl. ; - : ;___remonaibh
FOR SCORING ONLY: =~ \
© 8 . Ap.:__', AS_____ o cR_____
by Anthony Gregore \ L. L ' .

v

" (Adapted from Kolb, Irwinm, and MeIntyre, Organizatiosal Psychology: an experiucntal
approach, Prentice-llall, Inc., 1971). : - o

¢
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